NOTE SHEET 


SUBJECT: CONSTRUCTION OF CIVIL WORKS UNDER PACAKE-IV ORANGE BUS 
RAPID SYSTEM (BRTs) 
10. In response of advertisement published on 26,27" and 28" August, 2021 in all leading 
newspaper as per rule 17 (2) of SPRRA attached at Annexure C. 5 (five) firms have purchased 
the tender documents out of which following 04 (four) firms have submitted the tender 
documents. List for purchasing and submission of tender documents are attached at Annexure D. 


i) M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co. 

ii) M/s A.U Engineering & Construction (Pvt.).Ltd. 
iii) M/s Value Engineering Services. 

iv) M/s Taj Construction Company. 


11. The technical bids were opened before the Procurement Committee members, bidder’s 
representatives and consultant M/s NESPAK on 20" September, 2022. It was noted that M/s Taj 
Construction Company did not submit the bid security in the technical bid, on which the 
representative of the same bidder clarified that they have submitted the bid security in the envelop 
of financial bid. No one from the bidders expressed their reservations in this regard. During the 
bid opening, it was conveyed by the Procurement Committee, in the presence of all bidders 
representative, that if bid security of M/s Taj Construction Company is not found in the 
Financial Bid, then the bid of M/s Taj Construction Company shall be considered non- 


compliant in compliance of clause 6.4 (Rule 37) of SPPRA Guidelines. 


12. The Chair informed that technical bids will be evaluated by the Project detailed design 
and construction supervision Consultant M/s NESPAK in accordance with evaluation criteria as 
per tender documents. The Chair further stated that financial bids of only technically qualified 
bids shall be opened. However, un-opened financial bids of technically non-responsive bids will 


be returned to the bidders as per SPPRA rules. 


13. The Procurement Committee handed over the technical bids to M/S NESPAK through a 
letter attached at Annexure E and requested to conduct the initial scrutiny and the technical 
evaluation at the earliest. 1‘' Minutes of meeting is attached at Annexure F. 


14. In compliance of the decision of the 1“ Procurement Committee meeting, all four bids 
were evaluated in detail by the consultant M/s NESPPK , during examination and evaluation of 
bids, it was noted that all bidders provided incomplete/unclear information’s Therefore , pursuant 
to ITB -25 of the bidding documents letter for Clarification No.1 attached at Annexure G were 
sent to all bidders on 28" September , 2021 requesting for the submissions of requisite 
documents/information. M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co. and M/s Taj Construction Company 
submitted their responses on time. However, M/s A.U Engineering & Construction (Pvt.).Ltd 
submitted their response without any covering letter after the deadline of submission date and 
subsequently their responses has been considered for evaluation. Furthermore, M/s Value 
Engineering Services has not responded to Clarification Nol. 


15. Subsequently, applicants/bidders responses were examined from M/s NESPAK and it 
was found that clarifications were still required from M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co 
and M/s Taj Construction Company, letters for clarifications No.2 attached at 
Annexure H were sent to M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co and M/s Taj Construction 
Company on 8" October,2021 requesting for submission of requisite 
documents/information. Both applicants/bidders submitted their responses on time. 


16. A preliminary examination and subsequently mandatory requirements check of all 
bidders was carried as per bidding documents, it was noted that M/s A.U Engineering & 
Construction (Pvt).Ltd) and M/s Value Engineering Services did not comply the 
requirements for preliminary examination i.e. (letter of application, information asked in form A- 
1 to A-9,affidavits , Audit Balance Sheet of last five years ) and also could not comply the 
mandatory requirements i.e. at least 02 similar /comparable projects each having minimum cost 
of Rs .70 Million completed during last ten years as per report from M/s NESPAK. 


17. M/s A.U Engineering and Construction Pvt. Ltd. and M/s Value Engineering 
services did not fulfill the preliminary examination and mandatory requirements as well as set out 
in the tender documents hence, considered disqualified by the consultant M/S NESPAK , upon 
the recommendation of the Consultant , both the bids i.e. M/s A.U Engineering & Construction 
(Pvt).Ltd and M/s Value Engineering Services declared rejected/disqualified by the 
Procurement Committee. 

18. However, as per technical evaluation report, M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co and M/s 
Taj Construction Company have technically qualified, fulfill the mandatory and other 
requirements as per bidding documents. M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co achieved required 
marks in each category ie. Financial, Experience, Personnel & Equipment Capabilities and 


obtained 90.5 marks which are more than 75 marks as required for qualification. Therefore, M/s 


Muhammad Ramzan & Co has considered qualified by the consultant. 


19. Similarly, M/s Taj Construction Company achieved required marks in each category 
i.e. Financial , Experience ,Personnel & Equipment Capabilities and obtained 77.0 marks which 
are more than 75 marks as required for qualification, therefore M/s Taj Construction Company 
has considered qualified as well by the consultant. Technical Evaluation Report is attached at 


Annexure I. 


20. Upon the recommendation as mentioned in the technical evaluation report of consultant 
NESPAK. The Procurement Committee unanimously recommended to issue letters to technically 
qualified bidders for opening of financial bids and to return un-opened sealed financial bids to 
dis-qualified bidders as per rule 46 (2) of SPPRA , under single stage two envelope procedure. p 
Minutes of meeting is attached at Annexure J. 

21. In compliance of the decision of the 2" Procurement Committee meeting. Notice to 
qualified bidders regarding opening of financial bids and disqualified bidders to collect the bid 
security were issued attached at Annexure K. Accordingly Sealed financial bids of both 


technically qualified bidders i.e. M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co. and M/s Taj Construction 


Company were opened and the bid amount was announced before the bidders, Procurement 


Committee and consultant as well in compliance of rule 41 of SPPRA The bid amount of both 


technically qualified bidder is as under: 




















S.NO Technically qualified Firms TOTAL Bid Amount PKR (inclusive of 
SST) 
l M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co. PKR 91,064,196/= 
2 M/s Taj Construction Company PKR 63,260,460/= 
22. It was also noted that the required amount of bid security of M/s Taj Construction 


Company was submitted in the sealed financial bid as per their information during the technical 
bid opening meeting .Procurement Committee unanimously recommended to evaluate the 
aforementioned financial bids by the Consultant NESPAK. It may be noted that no representative 
from the bidders expressed their reservations on the proceedings of the Procurement Committee 


and neither on the amount of the financials bids declared. 


23. The Procurement Committee handed over both financials bids to M/S NESPAK through 
a letter attached at Annexure L and requested to conduct the detail evaluation of financial bids. 


3" Minutes of meeting is attached at Annexure M 


24. 4" Procurement Committee meeting was held on 11? November , 2021 wherein It was 
informed that an email was received from M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co on 4" November,2021 
attached at Annexure N regarding observations of the bidding process of Orange Line Project 
(Package-IV), specifically regarding Bid Security from M/s Taj Construction Company 
Subsequently, consultant was asked to provide the legal opinion on the observation raised by the 


bidder i.e. M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co. attached at Annexure-O 


25. In response ,Consultant M/s NESPAK replied vide letter No 3771/50P/RZ/01/2396 dated 
10" Novenmber,2021 attached at Annexure P wherein, it is mentioned that M/s Taj Construction 
Company had not enclosed bid security their technical bid. However, when inquired from the 
bidder , M/s Taj Construction Company clarified that they have enclosed the bid security in the 
envelop of Price Bid. It was conveyed during bid opening in the presence of all bidder’s 
representative that if bid security of M/s Taj Construction Company is not found during the bid 
opening of price/financial bid ,then the bid of M/s Taj Construction Company shall be 
considered non- responsive. Up on this, Procurement Committee proceeded with the opening of 
technical bids and no representative from the bidders expressed any reservation on the 


proceedings. 





26. It was also highlighted in consultant letter that during the opening of financial bid of M/s 
Taj Construction Company in presence of all technically qualified bidder’s representative, it 
was noted that the required amount of bid security was found in the sealed financial bid and the 
bid security was submitted on the date of submission of bids and is of acceptable amount, form 
and period of validity are also as per the requirement , therefore, the enclosure of bid security in 
the Price bid envelope can be considered acceptable. In light of above provision , the bid security 


of M/s Taj Construction Company is considered responsive. 


27. After detailed deliberation, the Procurement Committee unanimously recommended to 
reply an email of M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co in light of the above referred letter received 


by the consultant.4" Minutes of meeting is attached at Annexure Q. 


28. As per decision of 4" Procurement Committee meeting, a reply email attached at 
Annexure R, was sent to M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co on 18" November,2021.Thereafter 
again an email was received attached at Annexure S on 22™ November,2021 from M/s 
Muhammad Ramzan & Co regarding same observation on the bid security. The members of the 
Procurement Committee and M/s NESPAK discussed this second email from M/s Muhammad 
Ramzan & Co on 10'" December,2021 and decided that response be sent which should state that 
SMTA’s stance remains the same in conjunction with their consultant’s opinion. This response 
was sent to M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co on 11" December ,2021 through an email attached 
at Annexure T. In response M/s Muhammad Ramzan & Co acknowledged the email and stated 
to with draw from his observations through email dated 13" December,2021 attached at 
Annexure U. 


29. Upon receiving this email from M/s Ramzan & Co, the Procurement Committee 
discussed internally and with Consultant if the proceedings may be made and there is no need to 
consult with the Complaint Redressal Committee. It was unanimously agreed that the bidders has 
not mentioned in any of it’s email that they are registering a complaint and did not address the 
CRC rather used the word observation whose reply (with the same stance) was given to Bidder 
twice. And since bidder has agreed with the SMTA stance vide email dated 13" December,2021 
therefore the Procurement Committee may proceed to. 

30. Procurement Committee started further proceeding and it was informed to forum 
that in compliance of the 3 Procurement Committee , M/s NESPAK sent financial evaluation 
report , attached at Annexure V wherein it is mention that the rates of M/s Taj Construction 
Company are reasonable and arithmetically checked. The Bid Evaluation Report is attached at 
Annexure W. 

31. In light of consultant NESPAK financial evaluation report, the Procurement Committee 
unanimously recommended to accept the bid and award the contract to M/s Taj Construction 
Company after completing all the codal formalities in compliance of rule 49 of SPPRA. 5" 


Minutes of meeting is attached at Annexure X. 


32. In view of above, since Bid Evaluation report and other required documents have been 
uploaded on SPPRA website. In this regard draft Acceptance Letter, work order are attached at 
Annexure Y for review and approval of Competent Authority as per rule 48 and 49 of SPPRA 
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